Introduction
This article deals with the public and media debates about climate change. It critiques the media framing and staging of these debates, particularly in relation to notions of journalistic objectivity and balance. The logic of the media in covering climate change, and in creating scientific credibility, is discussed on the example of what became known as the Monbiot vs Plimer debate. After George Monbiot (wellknown for his environmental journalism and advocacy) criticised Ian Plimer (Australian professor of Mining Geology and quasi-climate scientist) for a book he had published denying climate change, Plimer challenged Monbiot to a public debate on the science of climate change.
-Climate science and climate change denial is a strange area‖ (Doherty) . The more the scientific consensus on anthropogenic climate change consolidates, and the more impacts of climate change become visible (indicating that urgent and drastic action is needed), the louder climate change denial becomes in the debate, -belief‖ in Plimer's uptake in the media in order to discuss some of the logics of the media that come to carry in the climate change debate and influence its quality.
Ian Plimer has considerable cultural capital: as an award-winning scientist, his voice warrants hearing, and he and others in the climate change denial camp use this cultural capital strategically to put their message out into the public sphere through skilful use of the media. However, I will argue that the media aren't merely unwitting victims of cunning deniers who are good at PR and strategic media use, but that the very logic of the media produces rhetoric-driven public debate about climate change.
This allows vested interests to control the amplification of voices and to hijack the None of Plimer's claims are new; they are familiar messages by climate change deniers. In a book on the role of science in public life, the authors point out not just the organised lobbying campaign against climate change by industries and people connected to them, but also the media savviness of climate change deniers: they are good because they have to be, and they do a full-out attack by all means available, because they know that they need to lobby and that it is about who wins the attention of the public, the media and the politicians (Mooney and Kirshenbaum 11).
Plimer loudly proclaims his credibility, but is quiet when it comes to his credentials: Plimer has made a living out of the mining industry. He still is Professor of Mining
Geology at the University of Adelaide, as well as currently director of three mining companies, and making a considerable income out of these directorships (Burton).
Plimer also claims that his mining connections don't affect his views on climate change, and has argued that the introduction of a cap-and trade system in Australia would impact on the mining industry and -probably destroy it totally‖ (-Ian Plimer
Joins Lateline Business‖). This extensive link to fossil fuel networks is not generally disclosed by the media outlets that cover Plimer's opinions.
Plimer has turned into a celebrity climate change sceptic; a rebel and a maverick, who speaks for -the average punter out there‖ (456). The oft-repeated statement about Plimer in the media is that he is -one of the few scientists‖ who disagree with The logic of the media and constructing the story of climate change
The mainstream media are part of the wider field of cultural production, and the production practices within the media industries are ruled by certain logics. Among the logics of global media are storytelling, networking, noise, and the spectacle. The media uptake of Plimer is a product of the conditions of media production within environmental news reporting. There is a lot of work on the many constraints of news production-posed by factors of journalistic production such as news media norms, formats, and professional practices (in turn determined by commercial pressures)-and how they influence the coverage of environmental issues (for example Anderson
Media, Culture, and Environment and -Environmental Activism‖; Boyce and Lewis;
Wilson).
The daily deadlines of journalism, for example, make the coverage of scientific data over time difficult. This influences the practice of source-media relationships. Time, space, and scientific literacy pressures often lead to one-source stories, and the over-reliance on one source, usually an -expert‖. When it comes to who the groups and individuals are who are seen as credible and legitimate environmental news sources, the media are vulnerable to picking agents that have developed a strategy on how to gain access to the media as potential sources. The selection of sources is ideological and hierarchical, and groups with vested interests develop media strategies around that.
Media principles such as balance, which still define good practice within news production, lead to formulae of presenting two opposing points in dramatic form. This inhibits coverage of scientific complexity and skews the balance; what is in reality a tiny minority begins to look like a valid counter balance (Boykoff and Boykoff) . In the case of reporting climate change, many scientists criticise the media for perpetuating indecision by including both scientific and non-scientific claims as if they were of equal validity (see for example Veron Numerous reviewers have made the point that Plimer's book is not a work of science but, as Kurt Lambeck, president of the Australian Academy of Science, has put it, -an opinion by an author who happens to be a scientist‖ (Lambeck) . This point, however, often is lost in the media covering Plimer's opinions. The logic of noise needs much more attention in our analysis of the media, particularly given the increasing trend in the media to give voice to commentary and political opinion.
In this context, looking at the quality of the climate change debate, as it is largely facilitated and mediated by the media, can teach us a lot about the media. There is criticism of news media generally that they are failing their social role and responsibility (as fourth estate, for example The media provide one of the most prevalent interfaces between scientists, policy makers, and members of the general public. Therefore, we need media that can help us ask the obvious questions: are the climate change deniers qualified; are they doing research in the climate change field; are they accepting money from the fossil fuel industry (Hoggan and Littlemore 4)? The media need to take more seriously the processes of authorising they perform for the public. Taking a closer look at the -credibility‖ of the -experts‖ relied on by the climate change denial campaign and amplified by the media reveals that most, like Plimer, have tangential qualifications and links to polluters and polluter-funded front groups. A closer look, minus the noise of the media, also reveals that they actually are a small number of people.
We also need to think through the logics of the media in the context of making sense of science and its role in society. The public understanding of science is limited.
There is an increasing -politicisation of scientific research‖ (Hamilton Scorcher 13) . This is why popular science books by scientists, such as by Plimer, matter. Rather than fostering confusion about science, or perpetuating the myth that the everyday person cannot understand science, the media could help to increase science literacy.
A recognition of the limitations in media expertise (the news media, for example, have to give an account of other fields of expertise, such as climate science, but can only really give an account of itself as a field), and the different logics at work (science seeks consensus; media seeks conflict), would also help to think through and re-think the role of the media in public debate over climate change.
And, finally, we need media that participate in discussions about the relationship between debate and social change. What kind of information, communication, and images can we use to shape perception and opinion and inspire action? In the context of environmental issues, such as climate change, Ulrich Beck has described the core of the relationship between media and politics: we have to rely on the symbolic politics of the media. The symbols that translate for us the many environmental risks are being produced in the battle over the meaning of these risks.
The key question therefore is:
Who discovers (or invents), and how, symbols that disclose the structural character of the problems while at the same time fostering the ability to act? (Beck 98) Caught up in the political dynamics of the debate, the media miss the purpose and the politics of the climate change debate: that the function of the debate is to prevent climate change (Beck) . Part of the responsibility of the news media is to introduce new knowledge to the public. A book on the social construction of climate change asks the crucial question:
How is new knowledge introduced to the public? What roles do scientists, the media, leaders at all levels, interest groups and NGOs play in constructing knowledge for the public? (Pettenger 244) This is part of the social role and responsibility of the media, alongside its logic of spectacle for entertainment and business purposes.
Why worry about the current quality of the climate change debate? Because undermining and misinterpreting environmental data prolongs an already difficult search for solutions (Ehrlich and Ehrlich) . As is said so often now, to change our attitudes and to act in the face of climate change needs nothing short of a revolution (Lindahl Elliot 233). Plimer and his recycling of climate change denial messages and the re-recycling through the media represents conservative resistance to the transformations necessary in the face of global climate change; it merely is clinging onto the ideologies of mastery over nature and (economic) progress. Faced with the task of dealing with change, defending conservative values with no new vision will not create a public debate that can be of public benefit. A media consultant recently suggested that in the era of ecological challenges, we might need a -public-benefit journalism‖ (Cass), a journalism that benefits the public in the long run, not only particular groups with vested and short term interests. 
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